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Now the reality attacking to an idea is distinguished as two-fold
by you. Its formal reality cannot indeed be anything other than the
fine substance which has issued out of me, and has been received into
the understanding and has' been fashioned into an idea. (But if you
will not allow tJiat the semblance proceeding from an object is a
substantial effluence, adopt whatever theory you will, as long as yow
decrease the images reality.} But its objective reality can only be
the representation of or likeness to me which the idea carries, or
indeed only that proportion in the disposition of its parts in virtue of
which they recall me. Whichever way you take it, there seems to be
nothing real there; since all that exists is the mere relation of the
parts of the idea to each other and to me, i.e. a mode of its formal
existence, in respect of which it is constructed in this particular
way. But this is no matter; call it, if you like, the objective reality
of an idea.

Arguing from this position, it seems that you ought to compare
the formal reality of an idea with my formal reality or with my
substance, and the objective reality of an idea with tJie proportion
prevailing between my members or my external figure and form.
You, Jiowever, prefer to compare, the* objective reality of an idea with
my formal reality.

Further, whatever be the explanation of the axiom discussed above,
it is clear not only that as much formal reality must exist in me as
there is of objective reality in the idea of me, but that even the formal
reality of my idea is, as nearly as possible, nothing when compared
with my formal reality and my entire substance. Hence we must
indeed concede to you that there must be as much formal reality in
the. cause of an idea as there is of objective reality in its idea,
when the whole of the reality in the idea is practically nothing as
compared ^vith that of its cause.

6. You add: that if you possessed an idea the objective reality
of which was so great that you could contain it neither eminently
nor formally, and thus could not yourself be the cause of it then,
at length, it followed of necessity that some other being besides
yourself existed in the world. For, otherwise, you would have had
no sufficient argument to convince you of the existence of anything
else1. True, according to what you have already maintained, you
are not the cause of the reality of your ideas; rather tlie things
themselves represented by the ideas are the cause, in so far as they
convey into you as into a mirror the images of themselves, even though
1 Vol. i. p. 163, par. 3.
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